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Supplementary Table 1. Review of existing measures of cultural knowledge 
✦ indicates recommended measure 
 
Knowledge 
measure and 
usage 
Sample items or techniques Reliability/ validity Pros Cons 
Language knowledge 
Language 
proficiency scale 
(Luna & 
Peracchio, 2001). 
 
Used by Luna, 
Ringberg, & 
Peracchio (2008). 
Ringberg, Luna, 
Reihlen, & 
Peracchio (2010). 
● “Rate how fluent you 
currently are in each of your 
languages (Spanish and 
English) in both Speaking 
and Listening (i.e., 4 items).” 
● “Rate how well you think you 
can do the following things in 
English and Spanish (9 
items):  
○ understand cooking 
directions… 
○ understand newspaper 
headlines ...” etc. 
● 5-point Likert: 1 = very 
low/bad to 5 = like a native 
speaker/very well. 
● Luna et al. (2001).  
Reliability: α = .94 for Spanish 
items; .94 for English items.  
● Luna et al. (2008).  
Predictive validity: Language 
items demonstrated higher 
scores for first versus second 
language. 
● Ringberg, Luna, Reihlen, & 
Peracchio (2010).  
Reliability: α = .94 Spanish 
items; .94 English items.   
● Simple to administer. 
● Assesses speaking, listening, 
reading and writing ability in 
separate items. 
● Measures language fluency in 
different tasks (e.g., writing a 
letter, writing an 
advertisement). 
● α = .94. 
● Evidence of predictive 
validity. 
● Able to adapt questions to suit 
a particular language or tasks. 
● Self-perceived language 
fluency may differ from 
objective language fluency, 
and may depend on 
domain. 
● Tasks may be irrelevant in 
work context (e.g., 
‘understand cooking 
directions’) or outdated 
(e.g., “writing a letter”). 
Survey questions 
assessing 
‘Language usage’ 
as part of the 
Survey on the 
Vitality of 
Official-Language 
Minorities 
(SVOLM) 
collected by 
Statistics Canada. 
 
Used by Freynet & 
Clément (2015). 
● 2 items assess perceived 
reading and writing skills for 
each of French and English, 
on a 5-point Likert scale 
ranging from “does not know 
how to read/write 
English/French” to “very 
good”.  
● Participants considered 
bilingual if they scored high 
on both English and French 
language usage scales, based 
on a median split. 
●  Freynet & Clément (2015): 
Reliability: α = .88 for 
Language usage 
● Simple to administer. 
● α = .73 to .88 for language 
usage. 
● Language usage may 
differ from objective 
language fluency, and 
may depend on domain. 
● Only assesses reading and 
writing skills, not listening 
and speaking skills. 
● Validity information not 
reported. 
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Knowledge 
measure and 
usage 
Sample items or techniques Reliability/ validity Pros Cons 
Language 
proficiency and 
usage (Benet- 
Martínez & 
Haritatos, 2005). 
 
Used by Chen et al. 
(2016; adapted). 
● “Rate your overall 
Chinese/English language 
ability.” 
● “How much do you use/have 
used Chinese/English to 
speak with your parents?” 
● “How often do you watch TV 
shows/movies in 
Chinese/English?” 
● Benet-Martínez & 
Haritatos (2005).  
Reliability: α = .82 and .85 
for English and Chinese 
language 
proficiency and usage 
scales, respectively. 
● Chen et al. (2016).  
Reliability: α = .72 and .74 
for English and Chinese 
language proficiency and 
usage scales, respectively. 
● Assesses language usage in a 
variety of domains. 
● α for language proficiency = 
.72 to .85. 
● Asking participants about 
overall language ability is 
not appropriate for 
individuals who have 
differing levels of 
speaking, listening, 
reading, and writing skills. 
● Self-perceived language 
ability may differ from 
objective language fluency, 
and may depend on 
domain. 
● Conflates language 
proficiency and language 
usage. 
● Validity information not 
reported. 
Suinn-Lew Asian 
Self-Identity 
Acculturation Scale 
(SL-ASIA) - 
language items 
(Suinn, Rickard-
Figueroa, Lew, & 
Vigil, 1987). 
 
Used by Dao, 
Teten, & Nguyen, 
(2011). 
Sirikantraporn, 
(2013). 
● 4 language items:  
○ “What language do you 
speak?” 
○ “What language do you 
prefer?” 
○ “Do you read only (Asian 
vs English language)?” 
● “Do you write only (Asian vs 
English language)?” 
● Score ranged from 1 (low 
acculturation) to 5 (high 
acculturation). 
● Suinn et al. (1987).  
Predictive validity of overall 
scale inferred from 
significant ANOVA as a 
function of time lived in 
location.  
● Dao et al. (2011).  
Convergent validity of overall 
scale: Cohen’s Kappa ranged 
from .07 to .32.  
Reliability of overall scale: α = 
.88 for Asian sample; .89 for 
Chinese; .88 for Japanese; .91 
for Korean; .79 for Filipino; 
and .83 for Vietnamese.  
● Sirikantraporn (2013). 
Reliability and validity: 
information not reported. 
● Scale contains other items that 
assess identity and 
internalization.  
● Assesses speaking, reading, 
and writing in separate items. 
● α for whole scale of 21 items 
= .79 to .91. 
● Other validity information 
inferred. 
● Assesses language usage and 
preference, not language 
proficiency. 
● Does not specifically assess 
listening. 
● Reliability and validity 
information is for the full SL-
ASIA scale, not for the 
language items separately. 
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Knowledge 
measure and 
usage 
Sample items or techniques Reliability/ validity Pros Cons 
● Suinn et al. (1987).  
Reliability of overall scale: α = 
.88.  
Acculturation 
Rating Scale for 
Mexican 
Americans-II 
(ARSMA-II) - 
language items 
(Cuéllar, Arnold, & 
Maldonaldo, 1995). 
 
Used by Basilio, 
Knight, O'Donnell, 
Roosa, Gonzales, 
Umaña-Taylor, & 
Torres (2014). 
  
 
● Scale has 15 language items 
for English and Spanish, e.g.,  
○ “I speak Spanish/English”.  
○ ”I enjoy Spanish/English 
language music”.  
○ “I write letters in 
Spanish/English”.  
○ “My thinking is done in 
Spanish/English”. 
● Cuéllar et al. (1995). 
Convergent validity: r = .89 
between original ARSMA 
and ARSMA-II.  
Predictive validity: Anglo 
Orientation Score (AOS) 
pairwise comparison of 
five generation means were 
different, F(4, 354) = 
37.49, p < .00. Mexican 
Orientation Score (MOS) 
yielded similar results, F(4, 
353) = 42.05, p < .001.   
Reliability: α = .83 for AOS; 
.88 for MOS; .87 for MOS 
Marginal. 
Test-retest reliability with a 
one-week interval was .94 
for AOS; .96 for MOS; .78 
for Marginal. 
● Basilio et al. (2014).  
Reliability: English-language 
usage: α = .69 for 
adolescents, .91 for 
mothers, .89 for fathers. 
Spanish-language 
usage: α = .83 for 
adolescents, .87 for 
mothers, .82 for fathers. 
● Full ARSMA-II scale also 
contains items that assess 
identity and internalization. 
● Assesses self-perceived 
speaking, reading, writing, 
and listening proficiency in 
separate items. 
● α = .83 to .88 from orientation 
subscales. 
● α for marginality subscales = 
.68 to .91. 
● Evidence of predictive 
validity. 
 
● 30 item scale to assess two 
languages leaves less time 
to assess other constructs. 
● Conflates language 
proficiency with language 
preference and usage. 
● Self-perceived language 
fluency could differ from 
objective language fluency. 
● Does not specifically ask 
about language fluency in 
different domains (e.g., 
home, work). 
Language ability 
scale (Benet-
Martínez, Lee, & 
● 1 item per language: 
Chinese-American 
participants self-reported 
● Not reported. ● Simple to administer. 
● Face validity - it assesses 
language ability. 
● Single-item scale does not 
capture speaking, listening, 
reading, and writing ability 
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Knowledge 
measure and 
usage 
Sample items or techniques Reliability/ validity Pros Cons 
Leu, 2006). fluency in Chinese and 
English languages on a scale 
from 1 to 5 (perfectly fluent). 
separately. 
● Self-perceived language fluency 
could differ from objective 
language fluency. 
● Does not specifically ask about 
language fluency in different 
domains (e.g., home, work). 
● Other reliability & validity 
information not reported. 
Interview questions 
(Barker, 2015, 
2017). 
● Barker, 2017. Participants 
were asked to describe their 
“fluency in the host country 
language and their cultural 
competency in general”. 
● Barker, 2015. Participants 
were asked to describe their 
fluency in the host-country 
language. 
 
● Barker (2015).  
Transparent sampling, data 
collection, and analysis 
processes; “member 
checking” of analysis  
● Allows participants to 
describe, which can provide 
more nuanced insights than 
quantitative measures. 
● Face validity - it assesses 
language fluency. 
● Self-perceived language 
fluency could differ from 
objective language fluency. 
● Does not specifically ask 
about language fluency in 
different domains (e.g., 
home, work). 
 
Language and other knowledge 
✦ Abbreviated 
Multidimensional 
Acculturation Scale 
(AMAS-ZABB) - 
language and 
cultural knowledge 
items (Zea, Asner-
Self, Birman, & 
Buki, 2003). 
 
Used by Carrera & 
Wei (2014). 
● 18 items measuring language 
proficiency, e.g., “How well 
do speak your native 
language: With family? On 
the phone? In general?” 
● 12 items measuring cultural 
knowledge (called cultural 
competence), e.g., “How well 
do you know: National 
heroes from your native 
culture? Popular television 
shows in your native 
language? History of your 
native culture?” 
● Zea et al. (2003).  
Concurrent validity: Significant 
difference between U.S. born 
vs. Latin American born.  
Hispanicism and 
Americanism were correlated 
with length of residence in 
the U.S., r = -.24 and .21, 
respectively.  
Convergent and discriminant 
validity of overall AMAS-
ZABB scale: Positively 
correlated with a range of 
language and ethnic identity 
● Scale measures both language 
and other types of cultural 
knowledge. 
● Assesses self-perceived 
speaking and listening ability 
(understanding) in separate 
items. 
● Assesses language ability in 
different tasks/domains. 
● Able to adapt questions to suit 
a particular language or 
culture. 
● AMAS-ZABB is well-
validated for Latino samples. 
● Only assesses self-
perceived speaking and 
listening ability; does not 
assess reading or writing 
ability. 
● 30-item scale (18 + 12) 
leaves less time to assess 
other constructs, although 
researchers could use only 
the language or cultural 
knowledge subscales. 
● Validated for Latino 
sample; it may not be valid 
for other cultural groups. 
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Knowledge 
measure and 
usage 
Sample items or techniques Reliability/ validity Pros Cons 
 measures, such as Latino 
ethnic identity r = .47; 
Spanish language .46; 
Culture of origin .41; 
Multigroup Ethnic Identity 
Measure (MEIM) - Ethnic 
identity r = .37 Latino 
cultural identity, .32 English 
language. Negatively 
correlated with 
U.S.-American identity r = -
.45, and overall U.S.-
American dimension BIQ–B 
Hispanicism scale -.36.  
Construct validity: Proposed 6 
subscales emerged as 6 
factors, in multiple samples. 
Reliability: Values reported 
across study 1 and study 2 
respectively: α = .96 and .97 
for English language; α = .90 
and .89 for U.S. cultural 
competence; α = .97 and .86 
for Spanish language; α = .93 
and .83 for Latino cultural 
competence. 
● Cultural knowledge items 
focus on popular culture; 
scope may be too 
superficial and narrow as it 
does not assess deeper 
knowledge such as cultural 
values and beliefs. 
Knowledge other than language 
Bicultural Self-
Efficacy Scale 
(BSES) (knowledge 
of cultural beliefs 
and values items) 
(David, Okazaki, & 
Saw, 2009). 
● 4 items measuring 
knowledge of history, values, 
gender roles and 
celebrations, e.g., “I am 
knowledgeable about the 
values important to 
mainstream Americans as 
● David et al. (2009).  
Construct validity: Six-factor 
solution fit better than one-
factor and five-factor 
solutions.  
Concurrent validity: Study 1 - 
All six BSES subscales 
● Assesses various types of 
knowledge. 
● Relatively simple to 
administer. 
● Able to adapt questions to suit 
a particular language or 
culture. 
● Self-perceived cultural 
knowledge may differ from 
objective knowledge. 
● Items are double-barrelled, 
limiting its utility for 
assessing hybrid cultures or 
three or more cultures. 
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Knowledge 
measure and 
usage 
Sample items or techniques Reliability/ validity Pros Cons 
 
Used by Wei, Liao, 
Chao, 
Mallinckrodt, Tsai, 
& Botello-
Zamarron (2010). 
well as to my cultural 
group”. 
● Six subscales: Social 
Groundedness; 
Communication Ability; 
Positive Attitudes Towards 
Both Groups; Knowledge of 
Cultural Beliefs and Values; 
Role Repertoire; and 
Bicultural Beliefs. 
correlated with the 
Mainstream and Heritage 
subscale of the Vancouver 
Index of Acculturation 
(VIA), r = .15 to .65. Five of 
the BSES subscales 
correlated with the Life 
Satisfaction Index, r = .12 to 
.31. Study 2 - BSES 
correlated with the Collective 
Self-Esteem Scale, r = .18 to 
.50. 
Convergent validity: Correlated 
with Collective Self-Esteem 
Scale, r = .13 to .23.  
Discriminant validity: Study 1 - 
BSES subscales were not 
strongly correlated with a 
number of the Mood and 
Anxiety Symptoms 
Questionnaire (MASQ) 
subscales, r = -.10 to -.30. 
Study 2 - BSES subscales 
significantly correlated with 
The Balanced Inventory of 
Desirable Responding - Self-
Enhancement subscale, r = 
.13 to .23; but not correlated 
with the Impression 
Management or Self-Denial 
subscale.  
Reliability: Reliabilities for 
each of the six subscales α = 
.63 to .93 across two studies.   
● Wei et al. (2010).  
Reliability: α = .92 for overall 
● Some evidence of concurrent, 
convergent and discriminant 
validity. 
● Strong reliability scores for 
total scale, mixed results 
for subscales. 
● Mixed results for validity. 
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Knowledge 
measure and 
usage 
Sample items or techniques Reliability/ validity Pros Cons 
scale; .46 to .89 for the 
subscales.  
Ethnic and British 
knowledge 
measures (as part of 
bicultural 
competence items) 
(Benbow & 
Rutland, 2017) 
● Scale items include 
knowledge of food, history, 
music and values.  
● Reliability: α = .88 for ethnic 
knowledge, .85 for British 
knowledge. 
● No validity information. 
● Assesses various types of 
knowledge. 
● Relatively simple to 
administer. 
● Able to adapt questions to suit 
a particular language or 
culture. 
● Self-perceived cultural 
knowledge may differ from 
objective knowledge. 
● Ethnic knowledge relates to 
“the general group you and 
your parents belong to 
rather than your individual 
ethnic identity,” which is 
ambiguous. 
● No validity information. 
Narrative inquiry 
(Kanno, 2000). 
● 2-3 interviews before 
participants left Canada, then 
6-monthly visits following 
their return to Japan over two 
years.  
● This technique is appropriate 
for interpretive research 
designs. Transparency will 
vary across projects, 
depending how it is applied. 
● Rich data where reliability is 
supported by reporting 
participants’ own words 
wherever possible. 
 
● Time consuming. 
● This technique is especially 
appropriate for 
understanding lived 
experiences. It may be 
more challenging to use it 
to assess multicultural 
knowledge. 
 
Critical 
ethnography 
(Peñaloza & Gilly, 
1999). 
● Interviews and observations. ● This technique is appropriate 
for interpretive research 
designs. Transparency will 
vary across projects, 
depending how it is applied. 
● Rich data. 
● Technique may be useful for 
examining participants’ 
situated knowledge within 
context, such as within 
organizational contexts. 
● Time consuming.  
● Technique is especially 
appropriate for examining 
implicit values and hidden 
biases, which is 
theoretically closer to 
internalization than 
knowledge. 
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Supplementary Table 2. Review of existing measures of cultural identification 
✦ indicates recommended measure 
 
Identification 
measure and usage 
Sample items or techniques Reliability/validity Pros Cons 
Categorical – Single item, culture-general 
Single item with 
description (closed 
answer) 
(Fitzsimmons, Liao, 
& Thomas, 2017). 
● “Do you have more than one 
cultural identity? A cultural 
identity is a culture that is so 
familiar to you that it becomes 
part of who you are. A culture 
can refer to a region or a 
country. For example, 
Chinese, Indian, and French-
Canadian are all cultures. You 
can be a member of a culture 
even if you’ve never lived 
there, but it must be so deeply 
embedded in you that it 
influences your values, your 
behaviors and the way you see 
the world”. 
● Not reported. ● Simple method to differentiate 
monoculturals from 
multiculturals. 
● Allows individuals to self-
identify (i.e. identities are not 
imposed upon respondents). 
● Inclusion of a description of 
cultural identity reduces 
variation in interpretation of the 
term. 
● Description conflates 
identification with 
internalization. 
● Description does not capture 
multidimensionality of 
identity. 
● Creates a dichotomy 
(monocultural and 
multicultural) rather than 
treating multiculturalism as a 
continuum. 
● Participants may not read 
long description. 
● Reliability and validity 
information not reported. 
Single item with 
description (open 
answer) (Hoersting 
& Jenkins, 2011). 
● “Most people belong to one or 
more social groups, 
communities, or networks. 
There might be several ways 
to describe people who have 
had a variety of cross-cultural 
experiences. Is there a 
particular label that you feel 
best describes a group that 
encompasses your childhood 
cross-cultural experience? If 
so, what is that?” Prompted 
with labels such as third 
culture kids, global nomad, or 
military brat (open-ended 
● Not reported. ● Allows individuals to self-
identify (i.e. identities are not 
imposed upon respondents). 
● Conflates experience with 
identification. 
● Creates a dichotomy 
(monocultural and 
multicultural) rather than 
treating multiculturalism as a 
continuum. 
● Participants may not read 
long description. 
● Coding of open-ended 
responses may be difficult 
and time-consuming. 
● Reliability & validity 
information not reported. 
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Identification 
measure and usage 
Sample items or techniques Reliability/validity Pros Cons 
response, coded 
dichotomously). 
Single item without 
description. (Benet-
Martínez & Haritatos, 
2005). 
● “How much do you identify 
with U.S. (Chinese) culture?”  
. 6-point Likert ranges from 1 
= very weakly identified to 6 = 
highly identified. 
● Not reported. ● Simple method to differentiate 
monoculturals from 
multiculturals. 
● Allows individuals to self-
identify (i.e. identities are not 
imposed upon respondents). 
● Creates a dichotomy 
(monocultural and 
multicultural) rather than 
treating multiculturalism as a 
continuum. 
● Does not capture 
multidimensionality of 
identity. 
● Reliability & validity 
information not reported. 
Categorical – Single item, culture-specific 
Various:  
Mok & Morris 
(2013).  
Perunovic, Heller, & 
Rafaeli (2007).  
Ward (2006).  
Ting-Toomey, Yee-
Jung, Shapiro, 
Garcia, Wright, & 
Oetzel (2000).  
Rivera-Sinclair 
(1997). 
● “I identify with both American 
and East Asian culture” (Mok 
& Morris, 2013). 
●  “During the past 2 hours, 
which specific cultural group 
did you most identify with?” 
Perunovic et al. (2007). 
●  “What is your ethnic 
background?: New Zealand 
European, Maori, Other 
(please specify)” (Ward, 
2006). 
● Participants self-identified as 
European American, African 
American, Asian American, or 
Latino(a) American (Ting-
Toomey, et al., 2000). 
● Self-identified; Cuban vs. 
Cuban-American (Rivera-
Sinclair, 1997). 
● Not reported. ● Most of these examples are 
simple methods to differentiate 
monoculturals from 
multiculturals. 
● Face validity - participants self-
identified. 
 
● Creates a dichotomy 
(monocultural and 
multicultural) rather than 
treating multiculturalism as a 
continuum. 
● Pre-defined categories do not 
allow for identification with 
a hybrid culture. 
● Some approaches restrict the 
potential to identify highly 
with more than one culture 
(e.g. Perunovic et al., 2007) 
● Demographic and ethnicity 
measures do not capture 
identification 
● Does not capture 
multidimensionality of 
identity. 
● Reliability & validity 
information not reported. 
Immigrant ● First generation immigrant ● Not reported ● Immigrant generation variables ● Immigrant generation is 
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Identification 
measure and usage 
Sample items or techniques Reliability/validity Pros Cons 
Generation 
 
Used by Hsu (2011). 
Benet-Martínez, Lee 
& Leu (2006).  
 
(Benet-Martínez et al. 
(2006). 
● Second generation 
immigrant (Hsu, 2011). 
 
may be more available than 
identification variables for 
projects using secondary data. 
 
unlikely to be a reliable 
proxy for multicultural 
identification. 
Suinn-Lew Asian 
Self-Identity 
Acculturation Scale 
(Suinn, Rickard-
Figueroa, Lew, & 
Vigil, 1987). 
 
Used by Chiao et al. 
(2010).  
Dao, Teten, & 
Nguyen (2011).  
Sirikantraporn, 
(2013). 
● Items in this scale related to 
identity, e.g.: “How would you 
rate yourself? 1. Very Asian 2. 
Mostly Asian 3. Bicultural 4. 
Mostly Westernized 5. Very 
Westernized” (Suinn et al., 
1987).  
● Not reported. ● Simple method to differentiate 
monoculturals from 
multiculturals. 
● Face validity - participants self-
identified. 
● Creates groups rather than 
treating multiculturalism as a 
continuum. 
● Cultures may be considered 
too broad (e.g., Asian rather 
than Chinese). 
● Question format means this 
scale can only be used to 
assess identification with 
two cultures, not more 
● Pre-defined categories do not 
allow for identification with 
a hybrid culture. 
● Does not capture 
multidimensionality of 
identity. 
● Reliability & validity 
information not reported. 
Ethnic self-
categorization 
(Kulis, Robbins, 
Baker, Denetsosie, 
& Deschine 
Parkhurst, 2016). 
 
● Participants were asked if they 
considered themselves 
“American Indian only”, “an 
equal member of multiple 
ethnic or racial groups”, “more 
American Indian than other 
ethnicities”, “more a member 
of (another ethnic/racial) 
group than American Indian”, 
or not “a part of any of these 
groups”. This item was 
dichotomized (American 
● Not reported. ● Single-item scale is easy to 
administer. 
● Response set allows for the 
possibility that participants 
identify primarily with another 
culture, beyond American 
Indian culture.  
● Creates distinct groups rather 
than treating 
multiculturalism as a 
continuum. 
● Question format means this 
scale can only be used to 
assess identification with 
two cultures, not more. 
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Identification 
measure and usage 
Sample items or techniques Reliability/validity Pros Cons 
Indian versus other responses) 
in the latent class analysis. 
Continuous – Single item 
Various: 
Huff, Lee, & Hong 
(2017). Hanek, Lee, 
& Brannen (2014). 
Carpentier & de la 
Sablonniere, (2013). 
Saad, Damian, 
Benet-Martínez, 
Moons, Robins 
(2013). 
Mok & Morris 
(2013; Study 1). 
Mok & Morris 
(2010ab). 
Chen, Benet-
Martínez, & Bond 
(2008).  
Cheng, Lee, & 
Benet-Martínez 
(2006).  
Benet-Martínez & 
Karakitapoǧlu-
Aygün (2003).  
Benet-Martínez, 
Lee, Leu, & Morris 
(2002). 
● Level of identification with 
Chinese [and American] 
culture (Benet-Martínez et al., 
2006).  
● “I feel the Chinese identity in 
me is…” (Cheng et al., 2006). 
● “To what extent do you 
identify with this country?” 
(Hanek et al., 2014). 
● “How much do you identify 
with Hong Kong culture?” 
(Chen et al., 2008).  
● “I identify with members of 
my original group” 
(Carpentier & de la 
Sablonniere, 2013). 
● Not reported. ● Simple method. 
● It allows individuals to self-
identify (i.e. identities are not 
imposed upon respondents). 
● Identification is on a continuum 
(i.e. not dichotomous). 
 
● Cultures may be considered 
too broad (e.g. “East Asian” 
per Mok & Morris, 2010a) 
● Typically, pre-defined 
categories do not allow for 
identification with a hybrid 
culture. 
● Single item does not capture 
multidimensionality of 
identity. 
Continuous – Single item visual 
Inclusion of Ingroup 
in the Self (IIS) 
(Tropp & Wright, 
2001). 
● A single visual item 
displaying the relationship 
between two circles – one 
representing the individual, 
● Tropp & Wright (2001). 
Reliability: Test-retest reliability 
= .76. 
Convergent validity: Correlated 
● Simple, creative method allows 
individual expression of 
identity. 
● Allows individuals to free-list 
● Difficult to compare across 
individuals (e.g., if someone 
lists Chinese-American 
versus if someone lists 
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Identification 
measure and usage 
Sample items or techniques Reliability/validity Pros Cons 
 
Used by 
Yampolsky, Amiot, 
& de la Sablonniere 
(2016). 
and the other representing 
their cultural group – and rated 
on a scale ranging from 1 
(completely separate circles) 
to 7 (completely overlapping 
circles). 
with “integration” subscale of 
MULTIIS (Yampolsky et al., 
2016). 
their identities (i.e. identities 
are not imposed upon 
respondents). 
● Identification is on a continuum 
(i.e. not dichotomous). 
● Evidence of test-retest 
reliability and convergent 
validity with MULTIIS. 
Chinese and American). 
● Does not capture 
multidimensionality of 
identity. 
Continuous – Multi-item scale 
Multigroup Ethnic 
Identity Measure 
(MEIM) (Phinney, 
1992); revised 
version (MEIM-R) 
presented by 
Phinney and Ong 
(2007) 
 
Used by Benbow & 
Rutland (2017).  
Spiegler & 
Leyendecker (2017). 
Kulis, Robbins, 
Baker, Denetsosie, 
& Deschine (2016; 
adapted). Schwartz 
et al., (2015).  
Hoersting & Jenkins 
(2011; adapted). 
David, Okazaki, & 
Saw (2009). 
Gong (2007). 
Ward (2006; 
adapted). 
Phinney & Devich-
● MEIM-R includes 6 items 
that assess two dimensions: 
o Identity exploration (3 
items), e.g. ”I have 
spent time trying to find 
out more about my 
ethnic group, such as its 
history, traditions and 
customs”. 
o Identity commitment (3 
items), e.g. “I have a 
strong sense of 
belonging to my own 
ethnic group”.  
● Benbow & Rutland (2016). 
Reliability: α = .90 
● Kulis et al. (2016).      
Reliability: α = .90. 
● Phinney & Devich-Navarro, 
(1997). 
Reliability: α = .75. 
● Schwartz et al. (2015). 
Reliability: α = .85 to .92. 
● Hoersting & Jenkins (2011). 
Reliability: α = .90 for 7-item 
“affirmation” subscale of 
MEIM. 
● David et al. (2009).     
Reliability: α = .91. 
● Gong (2007).           
Reliability: α = .87       
Construct Validity: 3-factor 
structure as hypothesized. 
● Ward (2006).           
Reliability: α = .70 to .86. 
● Assesses two dimensions of 
identity. 
● Identification is on a continuum 
(i.e., not dichotomous). 
● Culture-general: can be used 
with all ethnic groups. 
● α = .70 to .92. 
● Evidence of reliability and 
validity, especially for the 
revised measure MEIM-R 
(Phinney & Ong, 2007). 
● Emphasis is on ethnic or 
heritage identity, not cultural 
identity. May be less 
appropriate for assessing 
identification with cultures 
not linked to ethnicity. 
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Navarro (1997). 
 
Collective Self-
Esteem Scale 
(CSES) (Luhtanen 
& Crocker, 1992). 
 
Used by Wiley 
(2013; adapted). 
David, Okazaki, & 
Saw (2009). 
Downie, Mageau, 
Koestner, & 
Liodden (2006). 
Devos (2006). 
 
● Membership subscale, e.g., “I 
am a worthy member of the 
social groups I belong to”. 
● Private subscale, e.g., “In 
general, I’m glad to be a 
member of the social groups I 
belong to”. 
● Public subscale, e.g., “In 
general, others respect the 
social groups I am a member 
of.”Identity subscale, e.g., 
“The social groups I belong to 
are an important reflection of 
who I am”. 
● Luhtanen & Crocker (1992). 
Reliability: α = .83 to.88. 
Construct validity: Four-factor 
structure as hypothesized. 
● David et al. (2009).     
Reliability: α = .48 to .87 for 
four subscales.         
Convergent validity: correlated 
with BSES.  
● Devos (2006).           
Reliability: α = .79 to .95 for 
identity subscale. 
● Downie et al. (2006). 
Reliability: α = .84 
 
● Allows individuals to self-
identify (i.e. identities are not 
imposed upon respondents). 
● Identification is on a continuum 
(i.e. not dichotomous). 
● Theoretically derived identity 
dimensions. 
● Evidence of reliability and 
validity. 
● 16-item scale leaves less 
time to assess other 
constructs. 
● Self-esteem is not cultural 
identification. 
Abbreviated 
Multidimensional 
Acculturation Scale 
(AMAS-ZABB) - 
identity items (Zea, 
Asner-Self, Birman, 
& Buki, 2003).  
 
Used by Sandil, 
Robinson, Brewster, 
Wong, & Geiger 
(2015).  
Carrera & Wei 
(2014). 
● 6 items measuring American 
identity, e.g., “I think of 
myself as being American”; 6 
items measuring ethnic 
identity, e.g., “I have a strong 
sense of being [ethnic group]”. 
 
● Zea et al. (2003).        
Reliability: α = 89 to .96 
(Identity items). 
Convergent and discriminant 
validity: AMAS-ZABB U.S.-
American identity showed 
positive and negative 
correlations with other 
measures as expected, such as 
with Bicultural Inventory 
Questionnaire - Form B (BIQ-
B) Americanism r = .40; 
English language .48; U.S.-
American cultural competence 
.31; Latino identity .01; 
Spanish language -.16; Latino 
cultural competence -.22.  
Construct validity: Proposed 6 
subscales emerged as 6 factors 
● Allows individuals to self-
identify (i.e. identities are not 
imposed upon respondents). 
● Identification is on a continuum 
(i.e. not dichotomous). 
● Full AMAS-ZABB scale also 
includes knowledge items. 
● Evidence of reliability and 
validity. 
● Scale items could be adapted 
for use with cultural identities 
beyond ethnicity. 
● Does not draw on theory to 
assess dimensions of 
identity. 
● Designed to assess 
identification with an ethnic 
group and “mainstream” 
cultural group,  
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in multiple samples. 
● Sandil et al. (2015). 
Reliability: α = .89 to .94. 
● Carrera & Wei (2014). 
Reliability: α = .91 to .93. 
Revised 
Acculturation 
Rating Scale for 
Mexican Americans 
(ARSMA-II) 
(Cuéllar, Arnold, & 
Maldonado, 1995). 
 
Used by Ferguson, 
Ferguson, & 
Ferguson (2017). 
Cuéllar, Arnold, & 
Maldonado (1995). 
● “I like to identify myself as a 
Mexican American”. 
 
 
 
● Cuéllar et al. (1995). 
Reliability: α = .83 to .88 
Concurrent Validity: ARSMA-II 
correlated with ARSMA r = 
.89. 
Convergent Validity: ARSMA-
II correlated with generational 
status r = .61. ARSMA-II 
means significantly different 
across five different levels of 
generational status (F=54.2, 
p<0.001). All but one of the 
pairwise comparisons are 
significantly different. 
● Ferguson et al. (2017). 
Reliability: α = .78 to .89. 
● Possibly could be adapted to 
different cultures. 
● ARSMA-II is based on an 
orthogonal approach to 
acculturation, which is better 
than a linear approach. 
● Scale is meant for two 
cultures only. 
● Scale was developed for 
Mexican Americans; it may 
not be valid for other groups. 
● “Anglo,” may tap multiple 
cultures; it may fit ethnicity 
better than culture. 
● Validity information not 
reported. 
✦ Social identity 
scale  
(Roccas, Sagiv, 
Schwartz, Halevy, 
& Eidelson, 2008). 
 
Used by 
Fitzsimmons et al. 
(2017; used identity 
importance subscale 
only). 
 
● Importance subscale, e.g. “It is 
important to me that I view 
myself as a member of this 
group”. 
● Commitment subscale, e.g., “I 
feel strongly affiliated with this 
group”. 
● Superiority subscale, e.g., “This 
group is better than other 
groups in all respects”. 
● Deference subscale, e.g., “It is 
disloyal to criticize this group”. 
● Roccas et al. (2008). 
Construct validity: CFAs with 
samples from the U.S. and 
Israel support model of four 
distinct but related factors. 
Multigroup CFA supported 
model fit across samples and 
over time, with invariant 
factor loadings and 
covariances; subscales were 
intercorrelated by .39 to .79.  
Predictive validity: Patterns of 
correlations with personality 
traits. 
● Fitzsimmons et al. (2017).  
● Allows individuals to self-
identify (i.e. identities are not 
imposed upon respondents). 
● Identification is on a continuum 
(i.e. not dichotomous). 
● Theoretically derived identity 
dimensions.  
● α = .80 to .94. 
● Evidence of validity through 
multigroup CFA model fit 
across international samples 
and over time, with invariant 
factor loadings and 
covariances.  
● Validity was further established 
● 16-item scale leaves less 
time to assess other 
constructs, though it can be 
divided into theoretically 
distinct sub-scales, such as 
the 4-item identity 
importance sub-scale. 
● No evidence of criterion 
validity.  
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Validity: The identity 
importance subscale 
performed as expected against 
a series of one-way ANOVAs 
with groups of monoculturals, 
biculturals and multiculturals.  
Reliability: α = .80 to .94 for 
importance subscale.  
 
by examining relationships with 
stable constructs (personality) 
and dynamic constructs 
(context effects). 
● Identity importance subscale 
performed as expected against a 
series of one-way ANOVAs 
with groups of monoculturals, 
biculturals and multiculturals.  
● Scale can be adapted for use 
with most cultural groups. 
✦ In-group 
identification 
Cameron (2004). 
 
Used by Stroink & 
Lalonde (2009). 
● 12 item scale across 3 
dimensions: 
○ Ingroup Ties, e.g., ”I feel 
strong ties to other (ingroup 
members)”. 
○ Centrality, e.g., “In general, 
being a(n) (ingroup 
member) is an important 
part of my self-image”. 
○ Ingroup Affect, e.g. “In 
general, I’m glad to be a(n) 
(ingroup member)”. 
● Cameron (2004).  
Construct validity: CFA results 
across five samples totalling 
1078 participants support the 
three-factor model over 
alternatives. All three factors 
were significantly related to 
each other, ranging from .20 
to 61. 
Reliability: Test-retest reliability 
one week apart was supported 
with correlations from .65 to 
.77. 
● Stroink & Lalonde (2009). 
Reliability: α = .77 to .85. 
● Allows individuals to self-
identify (i.e. identities are not 
imposed upon respondents). 
● Identification is on a continuum 
(i.e. not dichotomous). 
● Theoretically derived and 
empirically supported identity 
dimensions. 
● Captures affective and 
interpersonal components of 
identity that are sometimes 
ignored by other measures. 
● Evidence of reliability and 
validity across various samples. 
● Strong relationship and 
significant chi-square scores 
between ingroup ties and 
ingroup affect indicate these 
may not always be distinct. 
 
Local-global 
identity scale 
(Zhang & Khare, 
2009). 
 
● “I believe I mostly belong to 
my local community”. 
● “I believe that people all over 
the world are more similar 
than different”. 
● Reliability: α = .63 to .70. 
Individuals who identified 
more with a global identity 
preferred global products, 
while the opposite was true 
for individuals who identified 
more with a local identity.  
● Identification is on a continuum 
(i.e., not dichotomous). 
● Scale has some early evidence 
of predictive validity, as 
individuals who identified more 
with a global identity preferred 
global products, while the 
opposite was true for 
individuals who identified more 
with a local identity (Zhang & 
● 19-item scale leaves less 
time to assess other 
constructs. 
● Conflates identity with 
beliefs and attitudes. 
● Specific to global and local 
identities. 
● Items are not all parallel with 
respect to global and local 
identities, with different 
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Khare, 2009). 
 
 
questions for each scale, and 
one additional item assessing 
local identity. 
● Mixed evidence for scale 
reliability, withαs ranging 
from .63 to .70. 
Jewish-American 
Identity Scale (Zak, 
1973). 
 
Used by Der-
Karabetian & Ruiz 
(1997). 
● American identity, e.g.,“Being 
an American plays an 
important part in my life”. 
● Jewish identity, e.g., “My fate 
and future are bound up with 
Jews everywhere”. 
● Der-Karabetian & Ruiz 
(1997). 
Reliability: α = .70 to .81 for 
adapted version of scale.  
Construct validity: No 
correlation between Latino/a 
and American identities; both 
were correlated with “global-
human” identity.  
Predictive validity: The children 
of American immigrants 
scored higher on American 
identity than first-generation 
immigrants; there was no 
difference on Latino/a identity 
across immigrant generations.  
● Scale designed to be tailored to 
one demographic group and 
was developed in consultation 
with group members.  
● Original 19-item scale leaves 
less time to assess other 
constructs, while shortened 
scale by Der-Karabetian & 
Ruiz, 1997 is too different to 
be considered the same 
scale. 
● Specific to Jewish-American 
identity; may not be valid for 
other cultures. 
● Not theory-based. 
 
Ethnic/Cultural 
Identity Dimensions 
Scale (Ting-
Toomey, Yee-Jung, 
Shapiro, Garcia, 
Wright & Oetzel, 
2000). 
49 item scale across 4 
dimensions: 
● Belonging (15 items), e.g., 
“I have spent time trying to 
find out more about my own 
ethnic group, such as 
history, traditions and 
customs”. 
● Fringe (11 items), e.g., “I 
feel like I live on the 
‘fringe’ in terms of my 
sense of ethnic group 
belongingness.” 
● Interaction (14 items), e.g., 
● Ting-Toomey et al (2000). 
Construct validity: Scale was 
developed by administering 84 
items from related scales, 
applying an exploratory factor 
analysis with varimax rotation, 
and selecting items with a 
primary factor loading of at 
least .50. No confirmatory 
validation tests were 
completed. 
Reliability: α = .76 to .92. 
● Identification is on a continuum 
(i.e., not dichotomous). 
● Multiple identity dimensions 
included in the scale. 
● Scale developers attempted to 
fit factors into constructs 
suggested by acculturation 
research. 
● α = .76 to .92. 
● 49-item scale leaves less 
time to assess other 
constructs. 
● Conflates identity with 
behavior. 
● Scale developed without 
strong theoretical 
justification or evidence of 
scale validity beyond 
exploratory factor analysis. 
● Designed to assess 
identification with an ethnic 
group and “mainstream” 
cultural group; could be 
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“I feel unable to involve 
myself in activities with 
members of the other ethnic 
group(s)”. 
● Assimilation (9 items), e.g., 
“The values of my own 
ethnic group are very 
compatible with that of the 
overall US culture”. 
 
●  
difficult to adapt to other 
cultures. 
Asian American 
Multidimensional 
Acculturation Scale 
(AAMAS) - identity 
subscale (Chung, 
Kim, & Abreu, 
2004). 
 
Used by Lee & 
Church (2017).  
Gong (2007). 
 
● “How much do you feel you 
have in common with Asian 
Americans?” 
● “How much do you identify 
with Asian Americans?” 
● Chung, Kim, & Abreu (2004). 
Reliability: Three studies 
supported scale reliability. 
Test-retest coefficients = .75 
to .89 after a two-week lag. α 
= .76 to .91. 
Predictive validity: Increased 
generational status predicted 
lower identification with 
culture of origin;  it had no 
relationship Asian American 
or European American 
identification. 
Convergent validity: Scale was 
related to other cultural 
identity scales. 
Divergent validity: supported by 
no relationship with self-
esteem, although it had a 
small positive relationship to 
intergenerational conflict. 
● Gong, 2007. 
Reliability: α = .76 to .82. 
● Church, 2017. 
Reliability: α = .76 to .91. 
● Evidence of both reliability and 
validity across scale 
development studies and in 
further use by other researchers 
(e.g. Gong, 2007). 
● α = .76 to .91. 
● Designed to be applicable 
across most cultures.  
● This scale is distinct from 
others by measuring 
identification with a hybrid 
culture (Asian American). 
● 6-item identity subscale is 
concise. 
● Full scale also contains items to 
assess language and cultural 
knowledge. 
● Identification is on a continuum 
(i.e., not dichotomous). 
● Does not have subscales for 
different identity 
dimensions. 
● Items combine behavioral 
acculturation and identity 
into the same subscale. 
● Developed specifically for 
Asian American samples; 
may not be generalizable to 
other multicultural samples. 
18 
 
Identification 
measure and usage 
Sample items or techniques Reliability/validity Pros Cons 
Cultural Identity 
List (Novin, 
Banerjee, & Rieffe, 
2012). 
●  “I feel at home in the 
Dutch/Moroccan culture”. 
● “I have many 
Dutch/Moroccan friends”. 
● Novin et al (2012). 
Reliability: α = .79 to .82.  
Validity: Scale was developed 
by listing an unspecified 
number of items from other 
similar scales, with no attempt 
to validate. 
● Identification is on a continuum 
(i.e., not dichotomous). 
● α = .79 to .82. 
● No evidence of scale 
validity.  
● Number of items is not 
stated. 
● Pre-defined categories do not 
allow for identification with 
a hybrid culture. 
● Conflates friendships and 
comfort with a culture with 
identification.  
Ethnic Identity 
Scale (Umaña-
Taylor, Yazedjian, 
& Bámaca-Gómez, 
2004). 
 
Used by Basilio et 
al. (2014). 
● Exploration subscale (23 
items), e.g., “I have attended 
events that have helped me 
learn more about my ethnicity”. 
● Resolution subscale (13 items), 
e.g.,  “I understand how I feel 
about my ethnicity”. 
● Affirmation subscale (10 
items), e.g., “I have positive 
feelings about my ethnicity”. 
● Umaña-Taylor, Yazedjian, & 
Bámaca-Gómez (2004). 
Reliability: α = .86 to .92. 
Exploration and resolution 
subscales (but not affirmation) 
were positively related to self-
esteem and familial ethnic 
socialization among ethnic 
minority group members. 
● Basilio et al. (2014). 
Reliability: α = .81 to .84. 
Ethnic identity was positively 
related to Mexican-American 
biculturalism. 
● Theoretically derived identity 
dimensions. 
● Could be applied to other 
cultures due to culture-general 
wording. 
● α = .86 to .92. 
● Long scale (23 + 13 + 10) 
leaves less time to assess 
other constructs. 
● Emphasis is on ethnicity and 
the process of identity 
formation. May be less 
appropriate for assessing 
identification with cultures 
not linked to ethnicity. 
● Exploratory and 
confirmatory factor analyses 
were conducted on the same 
sample. More evidence is 
needed to support this 
scale’s construct validity. 
Bulgarian 
Mainstream Identity 
Scale (Dimitrova, 
Chaslotis, Bender & 
van de Vijver, 
2013). 
 
Used by van de 
Vijver, Blommaert, 
Gkoumasi, & 
Stogianni (2015; 
● “I consider myself Bulgarian”. 
● “I participate in Bulgarian 
practices”. 
 
● Dimitrova et al. (2013). 
Reliability: α = .90 to .93.  
Validity information not 
reported. 
● van de Vijver et al. (2015). 
Reliability: α = .89. Authors 
removed more than half the 
original items and did not 
report validity information for 
new scale. 
● Scale developers created items 
in an attempt to capture self-
categorization, attachment, 
evaluation, importance and 
behavioral involvement. 
● Identification is on a continuum 
(i.e., not dichotomous). 
● α = .89 to .93. 
● Neither the original 21-item 
scale (Dimitrova et al., 
2013), nor the 10-item 
adapted version (van de 
Vijver et al., 2015) were 
validated, except reporting 
acceptable α. 
● Conflates identity with 
behavior. 
● Original scale was 
specifically developed for 
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adapted). the Bulgarian context; it may 
not be valid for other 
cultures. 
Cultural identity 
(Hanek, Lee, & 
Brannen, 2014). 
3-item scale: 
● “To what extent do you 
identify with this country?” 
● “To what extent are your 
values the same as this 
country?” 
● “To what extent is your 
worldview the same as this 
country?” 
Reliability: α = .73 for 
identification with home 
culture, α = .80 for 
identification with host 
culture.  
No validity information 
reported. 
● Three items were selected 
based on prior evidence that 
they correlate with longer 
measures of cultural 
identification. 
● 3-item scale is simple to 
administer. 
● Could be applied to other 
cultures due to culture-general 
wording. 
● Purportedly a measure of 
cultural identity, but two out 
of three scale items are about 
internalization – it conflates 
identity and internalization. 
● Use of the term “country” 
implies homogenous 
national-level culture. 
● No validity information was 
reported. 
Measures of 
Markstrom’s (2011) 
model of local 
identity and national 
identity (Kulis, 
Robbins, Baker, 
Denetsosie, 
Deschine & 
Parkhurst, 2016). 
 
 
● A battery of measures of the 
three components of 
Markstrom’s (2011) model of 
local identity: 
○ Strength of Identification 
as American Indian. 
○ Connections with 
American Indians. 
○ Cultural/spiritual practices, 
language world view and 
values. 
● Markstrom’s (2011) national 
level of identity was assessed 
with measures of bicultural 
orientations. 
● Kulis et al. (2016) 
Reliability: not reported as 
each of the three 
components is 
operationalized with more 
than one measure, which are 
not expected to correlate. 
For example, cultural and 
spiritual practices were 
assessed by frequency of 
using a cultural language, 
and a six-item scale 
assessing whether 
participants follow the 
“American Indian” or 
“white / Anglo” way of life. 
Validity: supported through 
latent class analysis (LCA), 
where authors identified 
five clusters of individuals 
with similar patterns of 
responses. Although there 
was no statistical difference 
● Items were developed based on 
an emic theoretical model 
specific to Indigenous 
Americans.  
● Five latent classes of 
individuals based on patterns of 
results were validated against 
open-ended identity 
descriptions. 
● Extensive measures go beyond 
Likert-type agreement with 
statements. 
● Designed to capture 
identification with a specific 
hybrid culture that is assumed 
to exist at least partially 
through blood ancestry; it 
should not be applied to other 
groups. 
● The approach of using a 
battery of uncorrelated 
measures to assess each 
component rather than 
selecting only one measure 
is reasonable because they 
are theoretically derived. 
However, this approach 
makes it difficult to assess 
reliability. 
● Some measures conflate 
identity and internalization/ 
behavior. 
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between the four- or five-
cluster solutions, the five-
cluster solution was selected 
because responses seem to 
correspond to their open-
ended identity descriptions.  
Ethnic and English 
identity (Jugert et 
al., 2017) 
● 4-item measure, e.g., “How 
proud are you about being 
[ethnic group]?” 
● Jugert et al. (2017) 
Reliability: α = .62 to .79 for 
ethnic majority and .71 to 
.73 for ethnic minority 
children on the ethnic 
identity scale. English 
identification ranged from 
.69 to .76 for ethnic 
majority and .82 to .84 for 
ethnic minorities. 
● 4-item scale is simple to 
administer. 
● Identification is on a continuum 
(not dichotomous). 
● Culture-general in terms of 
country and ethnicity. 
● Some evidence of reliability. 
● Designed to assess 
identification with an ethnic 
group and “mainstream” 
cultural group; could be 
difficult to adapt to other 
cultures  
● Pre-defined categories do not 
allow for identification with 
a hybrid culture 
● No validity information 
provided. 
Qualitative methods 
Interview examples:  
Dey, Balmer, 
Pandit, Saren, & 
Binsardi (2017). 
Kane & Levina 
(2017). 
Barker (2015). 
Cross & Gilly 
(2014). 
Tawa & Suyemoto 
(2010). 
Friedlander, Larney, 
Skau, Hotaling, 
Cutting, & Schwam 
(2000).  
● “How do you understand 
yourself?” (Tawa & 
Suyemoto, 2010). 
● Participants were asked to 
describe their cultural 
identities (Barker, 2015). 
● “Do you feel proud to be 
American?” “Do you feel 
proud to be of Russian 
origin?” (Kane & Levina, 
2017). 
● Measures are supported by 
interpreting and prioritizing 
participants’ own voices and 
experiences.  
● Interviews allow individuals to 
self-identify (i.e. identities are 
not imposed upon respondents) 
● Data collected by interviews 
allow for novel discoveries not 
anticipated by researchers in 
advance. 
● Open-ended responses can be 
difficult to interpret. 
● Some individuals find it 
difficult to describe their 
cultural identities. 
Twenty Statements 
Test (Kuhn & 
McPartland, 1954).  
● Participants listed 20 self-
descriptions in response to the 
question, “Who am I?” 
● Kuhn & McPartland (1954). 
Validity: “pragmatic test of the 
usefulness of the scale scores 
● Allows participants to describe 
themselves in their own words. 
● Well-established measure for a 
● Coding is time-consuming. 
● Validity was not reported in 
Ferguson et al., 2017, which is 
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Used by Ferguson, 
Ferguson, & 
Ferguson (2017). 
of the ‘locus’ component of 
self-attitudes may serve also 
as the second kind of 
demonstration of the validity 
of the instrument” (p. 73). 
Reliability: Coefficient of 
reproducibility = .90. 
● Ferguson et al. (2017).  
Validity information not 
reported. 
Inter-rater reliability ranged 
from .86 to .98 across each of 
the 10 response sets. 
range of self-perceptions 
questions (i.e., not specific to 
cultural identity). 
● Evidence of reliability and 
validity. 
the measure most relevant to 
culture. 
Narrative inquiry 
examples: 
Kanno (2000). 
Oswald (1999). 
Thompson & 
Tambyah (1999). 
Yampolsky, Amiot 
& de la Sablonniere 
(2013). 
● Participants engaged in a 
process of “narrative inquiry”, 
being interviewed many times 
during a two-year process of 
identity change (Kanno, 
2000). 
● Participants described their 
multicultural experiences as 
stories along the lines of a 
“life narrative procedure”, 
with characters, settings, high 
and low points, and using 
chapters as an organizing 
framework (Yampolsky, 
Amiot & de la Sablonniere, 
2013). 
● Measures are supported by 
following participants’ 
experiences over time, along 
with other observations.  
● This technique is appropriate 
for interpretive research 
designs. Transparency and 
appropriateness of this 
technique will vary across 
projects. 
● Narrative inquiry allows 
individuals to self-identify (i.e. 
identities are not imposed upon 
respondents) 
● Data collected by narrative 
inquiry allow for novel 
discoveries not anticipated by 
researchers in advance. 
● Data tend to be rich, such as 
observations about consistency 
or change over time, emotions, 
and sense making. 
 
● Narrative inquiry data are 
interpreted uniquely by each 
researcher, meaning this 
method is inappropriate for 
studies seeking consistency 
within the field. 
Visual anthropology 
example: 
O’Connor (2011). 
 
● Using visual anthropological 
methods, artifacts are 
examined as representations of 
multicultural identity. For 
example, Muslim Pakistani-
Hong-Kong boys’ search for 
space to play cricket was 
interpreted through the lens of 
their hybrid cultural identities 
(O’Connor, 2011). 
● Interpretation of artifacts is 
justified differently within 
each paper. Reliability and 
validity are not the key 
criteria; instead, it is the 
quality of the interpretive 
story built by researchers.  
● Does not require individuals to 
have introspective access about 
their cultural identities. 
● Artifacts may be less 
susceptible to impression 
management than the content of 
interviews. 
● Data collected by these 
methods allow for novel 
discoveries not anticipated by 
researchers in advance. 
● Identities may be imposed on 
individuals through the 
researchers’ interpretation of 
artifacts.  
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Life Story 
Interview 
(Hammack, 
2010). 
● “Draw a line that represents 
your life”. 
● This technique is appropriate 
for constructivist research 
designs. Transparency and 
appropriateness of this 
technique will vary across 
projects. 
● It allows individuals to self-
identify (i.e. identities are not 
imposed upon respondents) 
● Rich data are especially useful 
for examining changes to 
multicultural identification over 
time. 
● Coding of open-ended 
responses can be difficult and 
time-consuming 
● Range of interpretations of 
responses are possible, making 
it difficult to ensure 
participants’ intended meanings 
are represented authentically.  
Implicit measures 
Implicit Association 
Test (IAT). 
 
Used by Devos 
(2006). 
● IATs assessing the strength 
of identification with the 
concepts “American culture” 
and “Mexican culture”, 
contrasted with “Other 
cultures” by measuring 
relative response times to 
pairing the word me (vs. 
them) with cultural words 
and pictures relating to 
Mexican culture and 
American culture. 
● Devos (2006).  
Reliability: α = .66 to .89 for 
identification with 
American culture stimuli; 
.94 to .95 for identification 
with Mexican culture 
stimuli; .86 to .93 for 
identification with other 
cultures stimuli; .74 to .82 
for multi-item identification 
with American culture; .67 
to .88 for multi-item 
identification with Mexican 
culture; .58 to .90 for multi-
item identification with 
Asian culture. 
● Measures implicit (i.e., 
subconscious) identity, which is 
a distinct construct from 
explicit identity. 
● Does not require introspective 
access, although this is not 
generally a concern for 
reporting identification. 
● Avoids self-presentational 
concerns (e.g., demand 
characteristics). 
● Better able to predict behaviors 
than explicit measures. 
● α for subscales with European 
American, Mexican American, 
and Asian American samples = 
.58 to .95 
● Stimuli must be carefully 
chosen and pre-tested. 
● Predetermined cultural 
categories may not be 
appropriate (e.g., too broad, or 
not allow for hybrid culture). 
● Forced comparison between 
Mexican and American 
cultures. 
● More difficult to administer 
than scale measures; requires a 
lab setting. 
● Assumes that cultural identities 
are meaning systems, so the 
distinction between identity, 
knowledge, and internalization 
is unclear. 
● Validity information not 
reported. 
Multiethnic 
Identities Processing 
Task (MIPT). 
 
Used by Marks, 
Patton, & Coll 
(2011). 
● Assess strength of ethnic 
identification through 
response times in a pairing 
task of various ethnic identity 
labels with “like me” versus 
“not like me”.  
● Reliability and validity 
information not reported. 
● Measures implicit (i.e., 
subconscious) identity, which is 
a distinct construct from 
explicit identity. 
● Does not require introspective 
access, although this is not 
generally a concern for 
reporting identification. 
● Avoids self-presentational 
concerns, where participants try 
● Predetermined cultural 
categories may not be 
appropriate (e.g., too broad, 
may not allow for hybrid 
cultures). 
● More difficult to administer 
than scale measures; requires a 
lab setting. 
● No reliability or validity 
information were reported. 
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to identify themselves as they 
think the researchers want. 
● Better ability to predict 
behaviors than explicit 
measures. 
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Supplementary Table 3. Review of existing measures of cultural internalization 
✦ Indicates recommended measure 
 
Internalization measure 
and usage 
Sample items or techniques Reliability/validity Pros Cons 
Acculturation scales 
Vancouver Index of 
Acculturation (VIA) (Ryder, 
Alden, & Paulhus, 2000). 
 
Used by Kim & Hou (2016).  
Kim, Shen, Huang, Wang, & 
Orozco-Lapray (2014).  
David, Okazaki, Saw (2009). 
● “I often behave in ways 
that are typical of my 
heritage culture”. 
● “I believe in mainstream 
North American values”. 
● Ryder et al. (2000).  
Reliability: α = .79 to .91 
for Heritage subscale; α 
= .75 to .89 for 
Mainstream subscale.   
Mean inter-item 
correlations r = .51 to 
.53 for Heritage subscale 
and r = .38 to .45 for 
Mainstream subscale. 
Significant 
intercorrelations between 
Chinese and East Asian 
samples.   
Concurrent validity: 
Across Chinese, East 
Asian, and 
miscellaneous samples, 
Heritage subscale and 
Mainstream subscale had 
correlations of r = .16 to 
.60 with time lived in 
West, educated in West, 
generational status, 
anticipation of remaining 
in West, English as first 
language, and SL-Asia 
mean scores.  
Construct validity: 2 
components extracted 
with Principal 
Components Analysis - 
heritage and mainstream 
identity; the 2 
● Includes many aspects of 
life (e.g. social activities, 
entertainment). 
● Includes behaviors plus 
belief in the values of each 
culture. 
● Can be adapted to different 
cultures, including a hybrid 
culture (see Kim & Hou, 
2016). 
● Evidence for reliability and 
validity across multiple 
studies and samples. 
● Scale is meant for two 
cultures only. 
●  “North American” (Ryder 
et al., 2000 scale) could be 
seen as more than one 
culture. 
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Internalization measure 
and usage 
Sample items or techniques Reliability/validity Pros Cons 
components were close 
to orthogonal (r = .15).  
● Kim, Shen, Huang, 
Wang, & Orozco-Lapray 
(2014).   
Reliability: α = .83 to .88 
for Chinese (Heritage) 
subscale, and .83 to .87 
for American 
(Mainstream) subscale. 
● Kim & Hou (2016). 
Reliability: α = .86 to .89 
for Chinese (Heritage) 
subscale, .79 to .88 for 
American (Mainstream) 
subscale, and .89 to .91 
for Chinese American 
orientation (new 
subscale with the term 
“Chinese American” 
used for the cultural 
identity).  
Validity: 1-factor 
confirmatory factor 
analysis on Chinese 
American subscale 
showed model fit; items 
loaded significantly on 
the factor across 
informants. 
● David, Okazaki, Saw 
(2009).  
Reliability: α = .87 for 
Heritage subscale, α 
=.86 for Mainstream 
subscale. 
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Internalization measure 
and usage 
Sample items or techniques Reliability/validity Pros Cons 
Revised Acculturation Rating 
Scale for Mexican Americans 
(ARSMA-II) (Cuéllar, 
Arnold & Maldonado, 1995).  
 
Used by Ferguson, Ferguson, 
& Ferguson (2017; adapted). 
Cuéllar, Nyberg, Maldonado, 
& Roberts (1997). 
● “I have difficulty accepting 
certain practices and 
customs commonly found 
in some Anglos”. 
● “I have difficulty accepting 
some values held by some 
Mexicans”. 
● Cuéllar, Arnold & 
Maldonado (1995).  
Reliability: α = .83 for Anglo 
Orientation Subscale 
(AOS), .88 for Mexican 
Orientation Subscale 
(MOS), .87 for Marginal. 
Test-retest reliability with 
a one-week interval was 
.94 for AOS, .96 for MOS, 
.78 for Marginal. 
Concurrent validity: r = .89 
between original ARSMA 
scale and ARSMA-II. 
Predictive validity: r = .61 
between acculturation and 
generation status .ANOVA 
showed differences 
between generations. 
Construct validity: MOS 
showed 3 factors: 
language; ethnic identity, 
and ethnic interaction or 
ethnic distance. Anglo 
Orientation Subscale 
showed 2 factors: language 
and ethnic interaction or 
ethnic distance. 
● Cuéllar, Nyberg, 
Maldonado, & Roberts 
(1997). 
 α = .83 for Mexican 
Orientation Subscale 
(MOS), α = .88 for Anglo 
Orientation Subscale 
(AOS). 
● Includes many facets of life 
(e.g. language, friends, and 
media). 
● Possibly could be adapted to 
different cultures. 
● Evidence reliability and 
validity. 
● Scale is meant for two 
cultures only. 
● Scale was developed for 
Mexican Americans; it may 
not be valid for other 
groups. 
● “Anglo,” may tap multiple 
cultures; it may fit ethnicity 
better than culture. 
● Accepting ideas from “some 
people” of a culture may not 
really capture 
internalization. 
● Includes items that relate to 
identification for MOS 
subscale only, conflating the 
two constructs.  
● Subscales have different 
items for each culture, 
reducing within-person 
comparability across 
cultures. 
 
Acculturation Index (AI) 
(Ward & Kennedy, 1994). 
● Participants answer the 
following questions about 
● Ward & Kennedy 
(1994). 
● Includes many facets of 
lifestyle. 
● Assume national-level 
cultural differences 
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Internalization measure 
and usage 
Sample items or techniques Reliability/validity Pros Cons 
 
Used by Tadmor, Galinsky, 
& Maddux (2012).  
Ward, Stuart, & Kus (2011).  
Tadmor, Tetlock & Peng 
(2009). 
their lifestyle for 21 
behavioral and cognitive 
items, (e.g., language, 
food, recreational 
activities, in-group and 
out-group perceptions): 
○ “Are your experiences 
and behaviors similar 
to those of people from 
your country of origin 
(co-nationals)?” 
○ “Are your experiences 
and behaviors similar 
to those of people from 
your host culture (host 
nationals)?” 
Reliability: α = .93 for co-
national internalization, 
.96 for host national 
internalization.  
Validity: co-national and 
host national 
internalization were 
independent r = .23.  
● Tadmor, Galinsky, & 
Maddux (2012). 
Reliability: α = .59 to .74 
for home culture 
internalization, α = .71 to 
.77 for host culture 
internalization, α = .91 
for Israeli internalization 
and α = .93 for American 
internalization. 
Validity: Orthogonality of 
home and host culture 
internalization r = .02 to 
.07, and of Israeli and 
American culture 
internalization r = .02.  
Convergent validity: 
Significant relationships 
between AI and Benet-
Martínez et al.’s (2006) 
American and culture of 
origin identification 
scale (r = .57 for 
American culture, r = 
.46 for Israeli culture). 
● Tadmor, Tetlock, & 
Peng (2009). 
Reliability: α = .91 to .93 
for American 
internalization, α = .89 
● Addresses psychological 
and sociocultural 
dimensions. 
● Evidence of reliability and 
validity in assessing 
immigrants and sojourners 
with a range of cultural 
backgrounds (Ward, 1999; 
Ward & Rana-Deuba, 
1999). 
● Could be applied to other 
cultures due to culture-
general wording. 
● α = .59 to .96 
● Evidence for convergent 
validity, independence, and 
orthogonality of 
dimensions. 
● 21-item scale leaves less 
time to assess other 
constructs. 
● Does not account for hybrid 
cultural internalization. 
● Designed for sojourners; 
may not apply for all 
multiculturals (e.g., 
“country of origin” and 
“host culture” may not be 
appropriate terms). 
● Dimensions are described in 
terms of cultural 
identification, although they 
primarily assess cultural 
internalization. One identity 
item is included along with 
the behavioral and cognitive 
items that assess 
internalization, conflating 
the two dimensions. 
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Internalization measure 
and usage 
Sample items or techniques Reliability/validity Pros Cons 
for East Asian 
internalization. α = .91 
for Israeli 
internalization.  
Validity: Orthogonality of 
Asian and American 
internalization scales r = 
.00 and Israeli and 
American internalization 
scales r = -.02.  
Convergent validity: 
Significant relationships 
between AI and Benet-
Martínez et al.’s (2006) 
American and culture of 
origin identification 
scale: r = .46 to .64 for 
Asian, American, and 
Israeli cultures. 
Suinn-Lew Asian Self-
Identity Acculturation Scale 
(SL-ASIA) (Suinn, Rickard-
Figueroa, Lew, & Vigil, 
1987). 
 
Used by Sirikantraporn, 
(2013).  
Dao, Teten, & Nguyen 
(2011).  
Chiao et al. (2010). 
● 21 multiple choice 
questions cover language, 
identity, friendship choice, 
behaviors, generation, 
geography, history, and 
attitudes. e.g., “What is 
your music preference? 1. 
Only Asian music (for 
example, Chinese, 
Japanese, Korean, 
Vietnamese, etc.) 2. 
Mostly Asian 3. Equally 
Asian and English 4. 
Mostly English 5. English 
only”. 
● Suinn, Rickard-Figueroa, 
Lew, & Vigil (1987). 
Reliability: α = .88 
Convergent validity: 
ANOVA showed 
significance by 
generation and length of 
residence in USA. 
ANOVA on 1-item scale 
of “how would you rate 
yourself?” on a scale 
ranging from “very 
Asian” to “very 
Anglicized” with 
“bicultural” in the 
middle was significant 
with means in the 
expected direction. 
● Dao, Teten, & Nguyen 
● Assesses multiple domains 
(e.g., language, behaviors) 
● Evidence of scale validity. 
● α = .79 to .91. 
● Evidence for convergent 
validity. 
● Unidimensional scale 
(biculturalism = scalar 
midpoint score) implies one 
can only be strongly 
oriented toward one culture. 
● 21-item scale leaves less 
time to assess other 
constructs. 
● Specific to Asian and 
Western cultures; it may not 
be valid for other groups. 
● Conflates knowledge, 
demographics, and 
behaviors - does not 
measure internalization per 
se (e.g., of values). 
● Question format means this 
scale can only be used to 
assess internalization of two 
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Internalization measure 
and usage 
Sample items or techniques Reliability/validity Pros Cons 
(2011). 
Reliability: α = .88 total 
Asian sample, .89 
Chinese sample, .88 
Japanese sample, .91 
Korean sample, .79 
Filipino sample, .83 
Vietnamese sample. 
cultures, not more. 
Acculturation strategies 
(Berry, Kim, Power, Young, 
& Bujaki, 1989).  
 
Used by Benet-Martínez, 
Lee, & Leu (2006). 
● 20-item measure of four 
acculturation strategies. 
○ Separation, e.g., “I 
would rather marry a 
Chinese than an 
American”. 
○ Assimilation, e.g., “I 
feel that the Chinese 
should adapt to 
American cultural 
traditions and not 
maintain their own”. 
○ Integration, e.g., “It’s 
important to me to be 
fluent in both Chinese 
and English”. 
○ Marginalization, e.g., 
“I prefer social 
activities that involve 
neither Americans nor 
Chinese”. 
● Berry, Kim, Power, 
Young, & Bujaki (1989). 
Reliability: α = .68 to.90 for 
the four acculturation 
strategies among French-, 
Portuguese-, Korean-, and 
Hungarian-Canadians. 
Validity: Face-validity: for 
the French-Canadian scale, 
bilingual judges sorted 
items into acculturation 
categories.  
Predictive validity: 
differences in acculturation 
strategy based on cultural 
club membership, 
newspaper readership, 
ethnic identification, and 
language participation. 
● Assesses five domains 
(marriage, cultural 
traditions, language, social 
activities, and friends). 
● Assesses both 
internalization of values and 
behavior. 
● α = .68 to.90 for the four 
acculturation strategies in 
four different cultural 
groups. 
● Evidence for face and 
predictive validity across 
four different cultural 
groups. 
● Forces participants into 
categories; does not treat 
internalization as a 
spectrum. 
● 20-item scale leaves less 
time to assess other 
constructs. 
● Specified cultural labels 
may not be appropriate - 
does not allow for a hybrid 
culture. 
● Predictive validity varied 
somewhat based on sample. 
● Question format means this 
scale can only be used to 
assess internalization of two 
cultures, not more. 
Behavioral Acculturation 
Scale (Szapocznik, Scopetta, 
Kurtines, & Aranalde, 1978).  
 
Used by Szapocznik, 
Kurtines, & Fernandez (1980; 
adapted into Bicultural 
Involvement Questionnaire). 
● Participants report 
frequency with which they 
engage in each behavior - 
24 items, e.g, “What sort 
of music do you listen to? 
1. Cuban all the time 2. 
Cuban most of the time 3. 
Cuban at times and 
American other times 4. 
● Szapocznik, Scopetta, 
Kurtines, & Aranalde 
(1978). 
Reliability: α = .97 for the 
behavioral acculturation 
scale, .77 for the value 
acculturation scale. 
Parallel form reliability: 
Spanish and English 
● Assesses multiple domains 
(e.g., language, music, 
celebrations). 
● α = .77 to .97. 
● Evidence for parallel and 
test-retest reliability. 
● Evidence for validity.  
● Unidimensional scale 
(biculturalism score = 
Hispanicism score minus 
Americanism score, with 
scores close to zero 
indicating biculturalism) 
implies one must have 
relatively equivalent 
orientation with each culture 
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Internalization measure 
and usage 
Sample items or techniques Reliability/validity Pros Cons 
American most of the time 
5. American all of the 
time”. 
language scales had 
correlations of .88 (p < 
.01) for behavioral 
acculturation and .46 (p < 
.01) for value 
acculturation. 
Test-retest reliability: test-
retest correlation of both 
scales with a new sample 
was .96 for behavioral 
acculturation and .86 for 
value acculturation (p < 
.01 for both).  
Validity: Factor analysis: 4 
factors accounted for 
28.7% of the total 
variance. Factor loadings 
.37 or above for each item.  
Discriminant validity: 
Significance in item 
discrimination for 
comparison between item-
by-item responses of the 
Cuban respondents and the 
cultural referent group. 
Index of acculturation 
discrimination created 
through comparing item-
by-item responses of 
highly and low 
acculturated Cubans.  
Criterion-related validity: 
Length of time in host 
country correlated with 
behavioral acculturation 
(.61 p < .01) and values 
acculturation (ranged from 
.31 to .38, p < 0.01). Inter-
to be bicultural. 
● 24-item scale leaves less 
time to assess other 
constructs. 
● Specific to Cuban or 
Hispanic and American 
cultures; it may not be valid 
for other groups. 
● Measures behaviors, 
preferences, and enjoyment 
of activities rather than 
internalized values. 
● Question format means this 
scale can only be used to 
assess internalization of two 
cultures, not more, and not 
internalization of hybrid 
cultures. 
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Internalization measure 
and usage 
Sample items or techniques Reliability/validity Pros Cons 
generational differences 
significantly related to 
behavioral acculturation 
(F(4, 319); 47.01, p < .01). 
Cultural adaptation (Hanek, 
Lee, & Brannen, 2014; 
adapted from Lin & 
Malhotra, 2012). 
● “To what extent did you 
adapt your thoughts to this 
culture?” 
● Hanek, Lee & Brannen 
(2014).  
Reliability: α = .82. 
● Assesses adaptation of 
thoughts and behaviors, as 
well as knowledge. 
● Could be applied to other 
cultures due to culture-
general phrasing. 
● Conflates internalization, 
knowledge and behaviors. 
● No validity information 
provided. 
Cultural identity (Hanek, Lee, 
& Brannen, 2014). 
3-item scale: 
● “To what extent do you 
identify with this 
country?”  
● “To what extent are your 
values the same as this 
country?” 
● “To what extent is your 
worldview the same as this 
country?” 
● Hanek, Lee & Brannen 
(2014).  
Reliability: α = .73 for 
identification with home 
culture, α = .80 for 
identification with host 
culture. 
No validity information 
reported. 
● 3-item scale is simple to 
administer. 
● Could be applied to other 
cultures due to culture-
general phrasing. 
● Purportedly a measure of 
cultural identity, but two out 
of three scale items are 
about internalization – it 
conflates identity and 
internalization. 
● Use of the term “country” 
implies homogenous 
national-level culture. 
● No validity information 
provided. 
Cultural Life Style Inventory 
(CLSI) (Mendoza, 1989). 
 
Used by Luna, Ringberg, & 
Peracchio (2008). 
● Scale ranging from “only 
Hispanic” to “only Anglo” 
with the midpoint 
“Hispanic and Anglo about 
equally”), e.g., “Ethnicity 
of friendship ties”; 
“Culture subject feels most 
comfortable with”; “Ethnic 
foods subject eats”. 
● Subscales include 
intrafamilial language use, 
extrafamilial language use, 
social affiliation and 
activities, cultural 
familiarity and activities, 
and cultural identification 
and pride.  
● Mendoza (1989). 
Reliability: α = .84 to .91 for 
subscales. Test-retest 
reliability: correlations 
ranged from r = .88 to .95 
for Mexican-Americans 
taking it in English, 
Mexican-Americans taking 
it in Spanish, and Anglo-
Americans. Parallel forms: 
Spanish and English 
version correlations of r = 
.80 for English and then 
Spanish versions being 
taken, and r = .77 for the 
opposite.  
Face validity: Anglo-
● Full scale also includes 
identity and language usage 
subscales. 
● α = .84 to .91.  
● Evidence for multiple types 
of validity. 
● Assesses behavior and 
attitude rather than 
internalization. 
● Cannot assess level of 
internalization for both 
cultures. The scalar 
midpoint suggests 
biculturalism, and endpoints 
monoculturalism. 
● Question format means this 
scale can only be used to 
assess internalization of two 
cultures, not more, and not 
the degree of internalization 
of a hybrid culture. 
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Internalization measure 
and usage 
Sample items or techniques Reliability/validity Pros Cons 
 American and Mexican-
American judges rated the 
extent to which items 
tapped into acculturation.  
Content validity: Items with 
the highest mean ratings by 
judges were tested for item 
discrimination; only 
retained items that had 
respondents typical of 90% 
or more of Mexican-
American respondents and 
90% or more of Anglo-
American respondents.  
Construct validity: Principal 
components, cluster 
analysis, and 
multidimensional scaling 
performed. All methods 
showed 5 distinct factors. 
Generational level 
associated with reduced 
Mexican culture and 
increased Anglo-American 
culture at a monotomic rate 
(eta = .54 for Mexican, .61 
for Anglo-American,).  
Exposure to mainstream 
culture positively related to 
cultural shift (r = .66, p < 
.001) and negatively 
related to cultural 
resistance and 
incorporation (r = -.60, and 
r = -.25, respectively).  
Predictive validity: Transient 
and temporary immigration 
status related to more 
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Internalization measure 
and usage 
Sample items or techniques Reliability/validity Pros Cons 
cultural resistance (eta = 
.46), less cultural shift (eta 
= .42), and less cultural 
incorporation (eta = .39). 
Concordance: significant 
correlation between self-
report and immediate 
family’s report about 
respondents (r = .71). 
Mexican American 
Biculturalism Scale (MABS) 
(Basilio, Knight, O'Donnell, 
Roosa, Gonzales, Umaña-
Taylor, & Torres, 2014). 
● Bicultural facility items, 
e.g., “Needing to speak 
Spanish sometimes, and 
English other times is …” 
(very easy to very 
difficult). 
● 3 factors: bicultural 
comfort, bicultural facility, 
and bicultural advantages. 
● Basilio, Knight, O'Donnell, 
Roosa, Gonzales, Umaña-
Taylor, & Torres (2014). 
Reliability: α = .81 to .92 for 
subscales of bicultural 
comfort, bicultural facility, 
bicultural advantages, and 
overall biculturalism. 
Median inter-item 
correlations ranged from 
.33 to .52 for all subscales.   
Construct validity: 
Confirmatory factor 
analysis showed 3 factors, 
consistent across age 
groups, language, and 
gender. English use, 
Spanish use, language 
conflict, English pressures, 
Spanish pressures, 
perceived discrimination, 
and ethnic identity 
significantly related to the 
factors and the overall 
scale.  
● α = .81 to .92 for all 
subscales. 
● Evidence of scale validity.  
● Emic approach; scale was 
designed for a specific 
population, so is tailored to 
that group. 
● Assesses attitudes and 
competency rather than 
internalization. 
● Developed for Mexican-
American sample; may not 
be valid for other cultures. 
● Question format means this 
scale can only be used to 
assess internalization of two 
cultures, not more. 
Open-ended questions: 
 
Used by van de Vijver, 
● “Where do your three 
closest friends come 
from?” 
● van de Vijver, Blommaert, 
Gkoumasi, & Stogianni 
(2015).  
● Allows participants to 
describe internalization in 
their own words. 
● Some questions rely on 
introspective access by 
participants, which 
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and usage 
Sample items or techniques Reliability/validity Pros Cons 
Blommaert, Gkoumasi, & 
Stogianni (2015).  
● “Could you describe a 
number of aspects that you 
really find important in 
life?” 
Validity: Factor analysis 
including three open-ended 
questions, answers to 10 
statements of “who am I?”, 
and five identity total 
scores (ethnic, Belgian, 
familial, religious, and 
cosmopolitan) suggested 
two factors: identity and 
belongingness. 
● Open-ended questions may 
lead to rich insights not 
anticipated in advance by 
the researchers. 
● Evidence for validity when 
combined with other 
responses. 
participants may find 
challenging. 
● Some questions may be 
assessing behavior rather 
than internalization. 
● Some questions may be 
conflating identity with 
internalization. 
Behavior 
Individuating 
behavior (Maslach, 
1974). 
 
Used by Chen, Lam, 
Hui, Ng, Mak, 
Guan, Buchtel, 
Tang, & Lau, 
(2016).  
Chen, Bond, Chan, 
Tang, & Buchtel, 
(2009). 
●  12 item scale assesses 
the willingness to 
differentiate oneself 
publicly, e.g., (To what 
extent do you) “Give 
your opinion on a 
controversial issue, even 
though no one has asked 
for it”. 
● 2 factors: individuation-
singular and 
individuation-personal. 
 
● Maslach (1974).  
Validity: Factor analysis of 
behaviors that people in 
the individuating 
condition engaged in 
suggested 2 factors. 
● Chen, Lam, Hui, Ng, Mak, 
Guan, Buchtel, Tang, & 
Lau (2016). 
Reliability: α = .87. 
● Chen, Bond, Chan, 
Tang, & Buchtel 
(2009). 
Reliability: α = .84.  
● Cross-cultural differences 
have been found on 
individuating behavior. 
● α = .84 to .87 
● Evidence for validity of 2 
factors. 
● Only assesses one 
aspect of behavior. 
● Behavior is not 
internalization. 
● Theoretical underpinning for 
using this scale to assess 
multicultural internalization 
is not explained. 
 
Modest behavior scale 
(MBS) (Chen, Bond, Chan, 
Tang, & Buchtel, 2009). 
 
Used by Chen, Lam, Hui, 
Ng, Mak, Guan, Buchtel, 
Tang, & Lau, (2016). 
● (To what extent do you) 
“Deny my own strengths in 
front of others.” 
● Used to assess 
multiculturalism through 
changing behaviors 
● Chen, Bond, Chan, Tang, 
& Buchtel (2009). 
Reliability: α = .38 to .80 for 
self-effacement, other-
enhancement, and 
avoidance of attention-
seeking behavior. 
Construct validity: EFAs and 
Cattell’s scree tests in three 
studies suggest 3 factors, 
each accounting for 
between 7% and 16% of 
variance.  
● Cross-cultural differences 
have been found on modest 
behavior. 
● Other variables were mostly 
related as expected to MBS 
sub-factors, but not entirely 
consistently. 
● 39-item scale leaves less 
time to assess other 
constructs. 
● Only assesses one aspect of 
behavior. 
● Behavior is not 
internalization. 
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Predictive validity: Different 
sub-factors significantly 
related to trait modesty, 
traditionalism, self-
efficacy, individuation, 
conservation, 
independence, 
interdependence, self-
enhancement, and 
openness to change. 
● Chen, Lam, Hui, Ng, Mak, 
Guan, Buchtel, Tang, & 
Lau (2016). 
Reliability: α = .83. 
Values 
Family Relationship Values 
(Berry, Phinney, Sam, & 
Vedder, 2006). 
 
Used by Ferguson, Ferguson, 
& Ferguson (2017; used the 
family obligations sub-scale 
only). 
● Two subscales:  
○ Family obligations (10 
items), e.g., “Children 
should obey their 
parents”. 
○ Adolescent rights (4 
items), e.g., “When a 
girl reaches the age of 
16, it is all right for her 
to decide whom to 
date”. 
● Berry et al. (2006). 
Predictive validity: 
indicated through 
integration acculturation 
profile (i.e., multicultural 
individuals) being 
associated with 
acceptance of both 
obligations and rights 
within their families. 
Reliability: α = .72 for 
family obligations 
subscale (immigrants and 
nationals); α = .78 
(immigrants) and .75 
(nationals) for 
adolescents’ rights 
subscale. Authors found 
“very strong structural 
support for the structural 
equivalence of the 
measures” (p.312) across 
cultural groups and 
● Culture-general. 
● Predictive validity of both 
subscales indicated through 
multicultural (i.e., 
integration) acculturation 
profile being associated with 
acceptance of both 
obligations and rights within 
families (Berry et al., 2006). 
● Predictive validity - two 
clusters show significantly 
different values for Family 
obligations and 
interdependence respectively 
((M)ANOVA test) 
(Ferguson et al., 2017). 
● Theoretical underpinning for 
using this scale to assess 
multicultural internalization 
is not explained. 
● Limited evidence for 
validity of adolescents’ 
rights subscale. 
● Evidence only of predictive 
validity (but not other types 
of validity) for family 
obligations subscale. 
● Some items may not fit all 
contexts, e.g., asking about 
dating will not work in 
cultures where dating is 
uncommon. 
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countries. 
● Ferguson et al. (2017). 
Predictive validity: 
indicated through cluster 
analysis showing lower 
family obligations in the 
same cluster as lower 
remote culture 
orientation and less 
interdependent self-
construal, in line with 
theory. 
Reliability: α = .65 for 
family obligations 
subscale. 
Self-construals 
Bem Sex Role Inventory 
(BSRI) (Bem 1979). 
 
Used by Luna, Ringberg, & 
Peracchio (2008; reduced 
form). 
● 20-item scale. Participants 
rate themselves on 
feminine and masculine 
traits, which Luna et al. 
(2008) characterize as self-
sufficiency versus other-
dependence self-construals. 
● Bem (1979). 
Reliability and validity 
information not reported. 
● Luna et al. (2008). 
Convergent validity: 
Analysis of Bem’s scale 
supported qualitative 
findings that the Spanish 
language cued self-
sufficient self; English 
language cued the other- 
dependent self. 
Other validity information 
not reported. 
● Emic approach (measure 
adapted specifically for 
Hispanic female sample), so 
internalization assessment is 
tailored to this group. 
● Convergent validity 
indicated in Luna, Ringberg, 
and Peracchio (2008) by 
supportive qualitative 
findings. 
● Scale is designed to measure 
masculinity-femininity and 
gender roles; it was not 
designed or validated as a 
measure of cultural 
internalization. 
● No information on reduced 
form scale reliability (as a 
measure of cultural 
internalization among 
Hispanic women). 
● Specific to Hispanic women; 
may not be valid for other 
cultures. 
● Scale reliabilities not 
reported. 
Self-Construal Scale (SCS) 
(Singelis, 1994). 
 
Used by Yamada & Singelis 
(1999). 
● Independent subscale (12 
questions), e.g., “My 
personal identity, 
independent of others is 
important to me”. 
● Interdependent subscale 
● Singelis (1994). 
Construct validity: Asian 
Americans were more 
interdependent than 
Caucasian Americans. 
Caucasian Americans 
● Could be applied to other 
cultures due to culture-
general phrasing. 
● Evidence for reliability and 
validity. 
● Theoretical basis for scale 
● 26-item scale leaves less 
time to assess other 
constructs. 
● Only assesses one aspect of 
internalization (independent 
versus interdependent self-
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(14 questions), e.g., “It is 
important for me to 
maintain harmony within 
my group”. 
were more independent 
than Asian Americans. 
The two subscales were 
found to be orthogonal 
using factor analysis 
across two samples.  
Divergent validity: 
Independence scores 
varied between ethnic 
groups, but were not 
associated with 
attributions to the 
situation. 
Predictive validity: 
Independent subscale 
predicted attribution 
better than ethnic group. 
Interdependent subscale 
accounted for variance in 
attributions after 
controlling for ethnic 
group.  
Reliability: α = .73 (sample 
1) and .74 (sample 2) for 
interdependent subscale; 
α = .69 (sample 1) and 
.70 (sample 2) for 
independent subscale. 
● Yamada & Singelis, 
(1999). 
Validity information not 
reported.   
Reliability: α = .74 for 
interdependent subscale; 
.67 for independent 
subscale.  
dimensions. construals). 
Individual- and Social-
Oriented Self (Lu, 2007). 
Two subscales: 
● 20 items measuring 
● Lu (2008). 
Factor structure: CFA 
● Theoretical basis for scale 
dimensions. 
● 40-item scale leaves less 
time to assess other 
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Used by Lu (2008). 
individual-oriented self 
(ISS-I), comprising four 
elements: independence, 
self-determination, 
competition, consistency. 
● 20 items measuring social-
oriented self (ISS-S), 
comprising four elements: 
contextual self, 
interpersonal relatedness, 
self-cultivation, social 
sensitivity. 
supported the 2-factor 
structure of individual-
oriented self (ISS-I) and 
social-oriented self (ISS-
S). 
Convergent validity: 
Strong, positive 
correlations between: 
ISS-I and independent 
self-construal scale; and 
ISS-S and interdependent 
self-construal scale. 
Positive correlations 
between ISS-S and both 
horizontal and vertical 
collectivism, but ISS-I 
failed to correlate with 
horizontal and vertical 
individualism. 
Divergent validity:  No or 
weak correlations 
between ISS-I and 
interdependence; and 
ISS-S and independence. 
Predictive validity:  ISS-I 
generally showed 
correlations as expected 
with a range of measures, 
such as ego-focused 
positive emotions, and 
individual-oriented 
achievement motivation. 
ISS-S was generally 
correlated as expected 
with a range of measures, 
such as communal 
orientation, harmony 
beliefs, holistic thinking, 
● Useful for “contemporary 
Chinese individuals” - 
designed to capture unique 
aspects of Chinese self. 
● Reliability and validity was 
demonstrated across five 
studies in Lu (2008). 
Evidence provided for factor 
structure, convergent 
validity, divergent validity, 
predictive validity, and 
reliabilities. 
constructs. 
● Specific to Chinese culture; 
may not be valid for other 
cultures. 
● Only measures one aspect of 
internalization – individual- 
and social-oriented self-
construals. 
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and social-oriented 
achievement motivation. 
Reliability: α = .79for ISS-I 
subscale; α - .84 for ISS-
S subscale. Test-retest 
reliability r = .70for ISS-
I and r = .57for ISS-S. 
✦ Self-Construal Scale 
(Gudykunst, Matsumoto, 
Ting-Toomey, Nishida, Kim, 
& Heyman, 1996).  
 
Used by Chen et al., (2016). 
•  Independent (14 items) and 
interdependent (15 items) 
views of the self, e.g., I try 
not to depend on others 
[independent]; I consult 
with others before making 
important decisions 
[interdependent]. 
● Gudykunst et al. (1996). 
Construct validity: “Given 
the theoretical rationale, 
the analysis was 
restricted to a two-factor 
solution…Twenty-nine 
of the items loaded on 
one of the two factors” 
(p. 526). 
Predictive validity: scale 
shown to account for 
more variance in low 
context and high context 
communication styles 
than does individualism-
collectivism measures.  
Reliabilities: α = .80 to .85 
for interdependent self-
construal across four 
samples (United States, 
Japan, Korea, and 
Australia); α = .73 to .83 
for independent self-
construal across four 
samples. 
● Chen et al. (2016).  
Convergent validity: 
multicultural acquisition 
was positively related to 
both independent and 
interdependent self-
● Items identified from an 
analysis across five cultural 
groups. 
● Theoretically based scale 
dimensions. 
● Evidence for scale reliability 
and validity. 
● 20-item scale leaves less 
space to assess other 
constructs. 
● Only measures one aspect of 
internalization. 
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construal. 
Reliabilities: α = .68for 
independence; α = .73for 
interdependence. 
Chinese self and Western self 
(Ng, 2007).  
 
Used by  
Ng, Ng, & Ye (2016). 
• Rate on a two-item scale, 1 
= weak, 7 = strong, e.g., “I 
feel the Chinese identity in 
me is…”; “I feel the 
influence of Chinese 
culture on me is…” 
 
 
● Ng, Ng, & Ye (2016), 
referring to findings 
originally reported in Ng, 
Rochelle, Shardlow, & Ng 
(2014) and Ng, Yam & Lai 
(2007). 
Convergent validity: “Chinese 
self was positively related 
to proficiency and use of 
Chinese language and 
Chinese cultural 
practices…, whereas 
Western self was positively 
related to proficiency and 
use of English language 
and Western cultural 
practices.” (p.542). 
Construct validity: Cultural 
selves were “confirmed in a 
factor analysis on a sample 
of British Chinese 
immigrants from Hong 
Kong (Ng, et al., 2014)” (p. 
542). 
● Ng, Ng, & Ye (2016). 
 Reliability: α = .75 for 
Chinese self subscale; α = 
.64for Western self 
subscale. 
● Simple to administer. 
● α = .64 (Chinese items) to 
.75 (Western items). 
● Evidence for validity. 
● Conflates identification and 
internalization: the first item 
assesses identification, while 
the second item assesses 
internalization. 
● Single dimension is 
inadequate to measure 
identification and 
internalization. 
● Relies on introspective 
access to report 
internalization, which 
participants may find 
challenging. 
● Uses the midpoint as a 
cutoff for strong self, which 
treats cultural self as a 
dichotomy. 
● Reliability cannot be 
adequately assessed with 
only two items. 
● Specific to Chinese and 
Western cultures; may not 
be valid for other cultures. 
Implicit measures 
✦ Spontaneous inferences 
from cultural cues (measure 
of cultural values) (Fu, Chiu, 
● Participants are asked to 
judge whether a given 
probe word appeared in the 
● Fu et al. (2007). 
Reliability indicated by 
consistent results across 
● Does not require 
introspective access to 
assess internalization, 
● Task needs to be carried out 
in a laboratory setting. 
● Requires careful design 
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Morris, & Young, 2007). 
 
 
preceding sentence. two studies (i.e., with two 
samples – Hong Kong 
undergraduates and 
Chinese Americans). In 
experimental trials: “The 
percentage of correctly 
made “no” responses in the 
experimental trials was 
high (98.4%), and the 
percentage of correctly 
made “yes” responses in 
the filler trials was lower 
(84.1%)” (p.63). 
 
meaning participants do not 
need to be aware of their 
own levels of cultural 
internalization. 
● Disguised as a decision-
making task, so avoids self-
presentational concerns, 
where participants try to 
respond consistently with 
researchers’ expectations. 
● Taps into moral values, but 
could be modified to tap into 
other aspects of 
internalization (e.g., beliefs). 
● Measures frame switching 
with a within-subject design, 
and can capture repeated 
instances of frame switching 
in a single session. 
● Could be adapted to measure 
presence of hybrid cultural 
schemas. 
● Taps into insider cultural 
knowledge rather than 
superficial knowledge. 
● Reliability indicated through 
consistent findings across 
two studies (Fu et al., 2007). 
(choice of suitable sentences 
and probe words for each 
culture of interest). 
● Relies on participants having 
deep “insider knowledge” in 
order for the spontaneous 
inferences to occur, so the 
measure may conflate 
knowledge and 
internalization. 
● Has not been tested with a 
range of multiculturals – 
only Chinese and American 
cultures.  
● Validity information not 
reported. 
Frame switching on cultural 
values in a reaction time task 
(Chao, Chen, Roisman, & 
Hong, 2007). 
 
 
● Participants are asked to 
identify whether each string 
of letters was a real word. 
Some strings were culture-
specific target words (e.g., 
obedient). Response times 
indicate whether or not 
participants accessed 
cultural schemas while 
processing their answers. 
● Reliability and validity 
information not reported. 
● Does not require 
introspective access to 
assess internalization, 
meaning participants do not 
need to be aware of their 
own levels of cultural 
internalization. 
● Disguised as a perceptual 
performance task, so avoids 
self-presentational concerns 
● Task needs to be carried out 
in a laboratory setting. 
● Target words need to be 
carefully chosen for each 
culture of interest. 
● Requires specialist software 
(DirectRT). 
● Requires participants to 
undergo practice trials. 
● Task not designed to directly 
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(e.g., demand 
characteristics). 
● Potential measure of frame 
switching with a within-
subject design may capture 
repeated instances of frame 
switching in a single session. 
measure presence of cultural 
schema, but rather how a 
second variable (racial 
essentialism) facilitates or 
inhibits frame switching – 
unclear what the threshold 
would be to determine 
presence or absence of 
cultural schema. 
● Validity and reliability not 
reported. 
Frame switching on 
cooperation in prisoner’s 
dilemma game and commons 
dilemma game (Brannon, 
Markus, & Taylor, 2015). 
 
 
● Measures participant 
changes in response to 
cultural primes, while 
engaging in cooperation 
games. 
● Brannon et al.(2015). 
Validity information not 
reported.  
In pilot experiment, interrater 
reliability of coding of 
descriptions, mean K = .89. 
In studies 1 to 5, 
reliabilities not reported. 
● Does not require 
introspective access to 
assess internalization, 
meaning participants do not 
need to be aware of their 
own levels of cultural 
internalization. 
● Priming is not linked to 
national cultures, and 
therefore can be used to 
investigate research 
questions involving sub-
national cultures (e.g., 
African-American). 
● Evidence of reliability. 
● Task needs to be carried out 
in a laboratory setting. 
● Measures only one aspect of 
internalization (self-
concept). 
● Interrater reliabilities for 
Studies 1 to 5 were not 
reported. 
● Validity not reported. 
✦ Implicit association test 
(IAT) (measure of frame 
switching on self-concept) 
(Greenwald, McGhee, & 
Schwartz 1998).  
 
Used by Luna, Ringberg, & 
Peracchio (2008). 
● Measures the relative 
automatic association 
between “self-sufficient” 
and “masculine” versus 
“self-sufficient” and 
“feminine”. 
● Greenwald, McGhee, & 
Schwartz (1998). 
Experiment 1 -  
Divergent and convergent 
validity: Correlations 
between explicit measures 
of different contrasts 
(average r = .41) and 
between implicit measures 
of different contrasts 
(average r = .58) were 
much higher than the 
● Does not require 
introspective access to 
assess internalization, 
meaning participants do not 
need to be aware of their 
own levels of cultural 
internalization. 
● Avoids self-presentational 
concerns, where participants 
try to respond consistently 
with researcher expectations. 
● Evidence of validity. 
● Study design is specific to 
research question and 
sample, and would need to 
be adapted for other research 
questions and cultures; 
stimulus words need to be 
carefully chosen for each 
culture of interest. 
● Measures only one aspect of 
internalization (self-
concept). 
● Reliability not reported. 
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correlations between 
explicit and implicit 
measures of the same 
contrast (average r = .19). 
Experiment 2 –  
Divergent validity: IAT was 
found to differentiate better 
between the Korean and 
Japanese subsamples when 
immersion in Asian culture 
was higher, as revealed in 
statistically significant 
difference in slopes for the 
subsample regression 
functions.  
● Luna et al. (2008). 
Not reported. 
● Emic approach (stimuli are 
tailored specifically for each 
sample). 
● Could be adapted for other 
cultures. 
●  Stimuli must be created and 
validated for the cultures in 
each sample. 
Open-ended interpretation of 
stimuli (measure of self-
concept). 
 
Used by Luna, Ringberg, & 
Peracchio (2008). 
Ng & Houston (2006). 
● Participants asked to 
interpret stimuli, e.g., 
“Please tell me your 
thoughts and feelings about 
this advertisement”.  
● Luna, Ringberg, & 
Peracchio (2008). 
Reliability: Analysis of the 
Bem scale supported the 
qualitative findings. 
● Ng & Houston (2006).  
Reliability: Inter-rater 
reliability = .95. 
Convergent validity: Measure 
can distinguish between 
participants’ countries and 
supports qualitative 
findings  
● Can be used to assess 
several aspects of 
internalization (values, 
beliefs, etc.). 
● Evidence of reliability and 
convergent validity. 
● Coding is time-consuming. 
● Administering is time-
consuming and labor-
intensive (one-on-one 
interviews). 
● Responses may reflect 
variation in language ability 
rather than underlying 
differences in self-construal. 
     
Interviews 
Narrative inquiry  
 
Used by Kanno (2000). 
● Personal stories that 
emerge from interviews to 
reveal a bicultural self. 
● Transparency and 
appropriateness of this 
technique will vary 
across projects. 
● Rich data where reliability is 
supported by reporting 
participants’ own words 
wherever possible. 
● This technique is most 
● Time consuming. 
Interview design requires 
introspective access on 
internalization by 
participants, which is not 
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appropriate for interpretive 
research designs.  
 
always achieved. E.g., 
Oswald (1999) reports 
discrepancies between 
Haitian-American 
participants’ stated identities 
and behavior observed 
during the ethnography. 
Specific questions 
 
Used by Barker (2015). 
● “How have your ways of 
thinking, feeling, and 
acting changed during your 
time in Sweden?”  
● Barker (2015). 
Validity: Author claimed 
that validity was ensured 
in several ways, 
including counting 
occurrences and cases 
related to each major 
theme; analysing all 
disconfirming evidence, 
outliers, and exceptions; 
and “member checking” 
(respondent validation) 
of findings and 
interpretations. 
Reliability: Author stated 
that sampling, data 
collection, and analysis 
processes were 
transparent and “data 
were...scrutinized for 
possible interviewer 
effects” (p. 60). 
● Allows participants to 
describe, which can provide 
more nuanced insights than 
quantitative measures. 
● Reliability and validity was 
reportedly achieved in 
various ways. 
● Time consuming. 
● Requires introspective 
access into internalization by 
participants, meaning 
participants must be aware 
of their own levels of 
internalization. Some may 
find this difficult to report. 
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